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Preamble 
This short book is meant to 
help better educate and guide 
readers and planners alike 
when building and executing 
the creation and operation of a 
union and to help better drive 
forward a socialist minded 
economy, be it centrally or 
decentrally planned. Please 
keep in mind, not all that is 
written here is absolute and 


can be interpreted or altered 
differently depending on the 
individual outlooks and 
perspectives of those who read 
and or cites this book’s 
contents from. Regardless of 
status or wealth, may this book 
try to help you and your 
colleagues & constituents alike. 


What is Socialism? 


Socialism is the socio-economic 
theory where the means of 
production is collectively owned by 
workers and laborers of the 
community, sub-nation, or nation, and 
that resources are distributed more 
fairly and equally. In a more basic way 
of describing it for our less politically 
versed and under-educated readers, it 
is a form of economics that centers 
around broad and extensive unionism, 
extensive workers rights, and more 
equal resource sharing. Depending on 


the region, its development and 
resources, and culture, a socialist style 
economy may develop depending on 
an assortment of factors leading to its 
acceptance and institution. However, 
depending on factors outside of the 
control of the people, a form of 
socialism not typically found in other 
nations may develop according to the 
kind of environment the people are 
exposed to. Be it physical or cultural. 


Therefore when choosing to build a 
socialist economy in whatever 
environment the economy is raised in, 


it is important to choose a union that 
not only caters to the best interests of 
the people, but also adapts to the 
environment and culture of the 
people in the region it operates in. 
Below is a list of different types of 
unions that one may choose from to 
better help them both build and 
navigate a socialist economy, as well 
as help future planners choose a 
union more suited to the people and 
workplace it develops in. 


The Standard Model 


The standard model is the 
universal idea of what a 
workers union should be in the 
company it operates in. A board 
of council members where all 
the power and control are 
trusted to a board of trustees 
primarily composed of 
managers and worker 
representatives. 


The original owner(s) and main 
beneficiaries are either 
sidelined and or are regulated 
by the legal presence of the 
union, or are stripped of their 
position and authority, and 
either are rejected and removed 
from company matters 
altogether, removing any money 
and assets in their name(s), or 
are deposed and placed into the 
Same worker position § as 


everyone else and forced to 
start over from the bottom up, 
or are reduced in power enough 
to where what authority they do 
have prevents them from 
making complete and_ total 
decisions independent of wider 
employee and __ beneficiary 
consensus, but still remain in 
control as the owner. 


The pros: Because of its commonality, 
everything is (usually) sufficiently 
standardized and for the most part easy 
to understand even for those not very 
educated or interested enough to 
research its structure. The hierarchy is 
simple, and decisions are often 
straightforward. 


The cons: Because of the universality of 
the standard model, the limited 
diversification from its standardness 
means that changes based on company 
needs and progress will vary in its 
effectiveness especially depending on 


the size and reach of the company and 
or union. 

Addendum: This model of unionism, 
while highly standardized, can work at 
any company scale, especially in larger 
companies where most employees are 
mainly focused on accomplishing their 
work to earn their paychecks, allowing 
the more effective members of the 
union to focus on deciding choices and 
matters that do not require each 
individual member’s vote on. 


The Democratic model 


The Democratic model is a 
union model wherein workers, 
laborers, managers, partners, 
representatives, and potential 
benefactors and even maybe 
the owner(s) of the company (if 
permitted) all compromise and 
decide company matters and 
decisions via the democratic 
process. Choosing to make 


important company decisions 
through a system of majority 
votes as well as representation 
rather than outright dictatorial 
decision making. 


The pros: Because of the more diverse, 
broad, and compromising approach of 
the union, this allows the members of 
the union and any constituents involved 
to more broadly and widely implement 
change even for more minor scale affairs 
and issues not commonly answered or 
approached. 


The cons: Due to the broadness of scope 
and reach the union possesses, it thus 
may have a harder time implementing 
higher priority decisions and matters the 
company will need to reach a decision 
on, and may cause a larger and 
potentially untenable web of bloat to 


occur if rules meant to prevent this 
outcome from occurring is not 
implemented sufficiently. It may also 
prevent the chain of command to more 
efficiently manage and allocate 
resources effectively as the democratic 
process could hinder the production 
process by an overflow of unnecessary 
bureaucracy, or from a delay caused by 
the democratic process prolonging or 
not resolving an issue in a timely 
manner. This can be especially 
concerning when dealing with 
employees who deliberately abuse and 
manipulate the system to ascertain a 


more desirably selfish and or 
problematic outcome. 

Addendum: This form of unionism while 
highly desirable to the average worker, 
would work best in lower medium-scale 
and small-scale companies as the larger 
the employee pool becomes, the higher 
likeliness the chain of command is to 
succumb to bureaucratic bloat and 
production stagnation from workers and 
representatives alike, being unable to 
reach effective compromises and decide 
important outcomes both big and small, 
unless strict rules are implemented to 
prevent such outcomes from occurring. 


The Dictatorial Model 


The dictatorial model is a form 
of unionism where the board of 
trustees and representatives 
have direct and outright control 
over most or all matters and 
can institute any decision or 
policy at will upon the 
company, regardless of popular 
support or not, and can appoint 
or depose and or hire and fire 


any worker, board member, or 
representative regardless of 
basis of intent or proof or 
evidence of wrongdoing. 


The pros: Because of the autocratic 
approach to the representation of its 
members, said representatives are able 
to more effectively impose and 
implement union and business changes 
without needing to wait for committee 
approval. Thus allowing for more direct 
action to be taken when deciding 
important decisions and allocating 
resources and wealth much more 
effectively, which often assures that 
production and worker cohesion both 
remain as top priorities for management 
and ensures that workers who act a fool 
or a foul won't cause problems. 


The cons: Because of the more despotic 
nature of the dictatorial model, the 
union and company are more likely to be 
run with ruthless efficiency or with a 
ruthful minded approach. Which, while 
not necessarily bad, it does however 
mean that the representative(s) of the 
union will be more open to using 
harsher methods of approach when 
running the company(s) it operates in 
and make the work life of its employees 
feel more oppressive than liberating. 
And because of the more despotic 
approach to the workforce, this means 
that decisions and outcomes won’t 
necessarily be based on popular vote or 


support and won't necessarily be well 
intentioned, which allows 
representatives to be more likely to 
succumb to corrupting forces such as the 
drive to seek power, to subjugate others, 
or seek outright greed as their position 
of authority gives them better 
accessibility to wealth and resources and 
may influence those in charge to resort 
to more harmful or even illegal 
measures regardless of reason or 
motive. Finally, because of the autocratic 
approach, this means that the hierarchy 
and chain of command within may fall 
prey to corrupting forces like outside 
influences and nepotism. 


While a strict meritocracy is for the main 
part positive, it however means that 
only the people at the top will be more 
likely to be promoted, stamping out any 
chances of advancement for any person 
who may or may not be more 
competent, which could be detrimental 
to those who are physically and mentally 
impaired or simply don’t possess the 
right kind of connections or reputation 
to claim representative status. Which 
can open up a gateway towards 
negatively impactful outside influences 
such as business conspiracy, government 
and or corporate involvement, and 
nepotism. Especially if the union itself 


has a lack of checks and balances 
needed to prevent such outcomes from 
arising. 


Addendum: This form of unionism while 
not very desirable to the lower chain of 
command and the average worker in 
general, would work best in higher 
medium-scale and large-scale 
companies, and while problematic in 
that many workers and managers will 
likely not have much of a voice or say in 
company matters, and would essentially 
make the union leaders rhetorically 
speaking capitalists and figuratively 
speaking mobsters in their own right, 
given their overt authority over the 
company, it can however be highly 
efficient with its decision-making skills 
due to its top down command 


apparatus, especially when operating by 
a strict meritocratic hierarchy, or when 
in times of war and conflict, where 
production reliability and proficiency are 
both an absolute must. 


The Ownership Model 


The ownership model is a form 
unionism where the owner(s) 
of the company and or 
original/current owner(s) of the 
company are allowed to hold a 
position of representation and 
authority on the board of 
trustees and or workers council 
so long as they agree and 


compromise with the union to 
have the authority from their 
position as owner or ‘first 
employee’ be ceremonial and 
or limited. 


The pros: Because the union chooses to 
allow the owner(s) of the company on as 
a part of the board of trustees and or as 
a part of the workers council, the union 
is more likely to be compromising in 
nature as it allows the Bourgeoisie or the 
Capitalist to take part in proletarian 
matters. This can leave a peaceful and 
compromising image on the union, 
especially when working in companies 
with those in higher positions the union 
is intending to seize control and power 
from. Which has the added benefit of 
being able to retain some, if not all of, 
the company’s original authority figures 
and management, allowing the union to 


possess members who may be more 
proficient at job occupations that cannot 
easily be refilled or replaced by any 
worker or union member especially if 
the company was notably successful 
before unionization. This can be 
positively forthcoming especially in 
regard to the chain of command where 
decisions regarding important matters or 
large-scale transactions and decisions 
need immediate prioritizing and advice 
on. As the owner(s) is/are essentially the 
first employee(s), it’s only reasonable 
that they have a chance to be on the 
board the same as anyone else. 


The cons: Since the union is deliberately 
choosing to allow the company owner(s) 
into its folds, the union despite giving 
the owner(s) a limited or ceremonial 
position, will effectively speaking be 
allowing the Bourgeoisie and the 
Capitalist to have a position of authority 
amongst its ranks, presenting a viable 
danger to the lower employees and 
representatives, allowing them to 
potentially influence matters in favor of 
their personal agendas and to 
deteriorate into what is sometimes 
referred to as a “Yellow Union”. Which 
may very well happen if the limited 
powers they do possess include the 


ability to hire and fire employees within 
reason or vote on and or supersede 
issues as a tiebreaker or vetoer, most 
especially if the owner(s) are given the 
position as chairman/president, or if 
their position as first employee gives 
them a higher-than-average paycheck 
with which they can use to influence 
lower management and workers. So, 
unless the owner is restricted to 
decisions the union finds appropriate or 
acceptable, and or is given a position to 
vote on an issue solely as an arbitrator 
when a decision cannot be compromised 
on, and is/are barred from using 
company and or personal wealth from 


influencing vote decisions and tallies, 
then and only then, should they be 
allowed to express power of control and 
authority over a lower employee or 
decide on a vote if a compromise cannot 
be made. 


Addendum: This form of unionism, while 
highly problematic in many ways, can be 
effective to a degree. Like the 
Democratic Model, it would work best in 
lower medium-scale and small-scale 
businesses as the cooperative nature of 
the Ownership Model would begin to 
lose effectiveness the higher the 
business scales up and feasibly speaking 
would only really work in decentralized 
and or market-socialist economies 
where private ownership is accepted or 
tolerated. It could or may very well 
possibly work in higher-scale companies, 
but the higher it goes and the larger the 
decisions and union representation 


becomes, the more wealth, and the 
influence that comes with it, will the 
owner(s) be able to accumulate. Which 
will be especially problematic as they 
can potentially use their higher- 
thanaverage access to wealth and 
resources to bribe and influence lower 
workers to vote on and influence certain 
company matters in a particular 
direction that can allot them more 
power and control. So, for precautionary 
reasons, it’s very much implored as best 
as possible that it be mainly a lower 
medium-scale and small-scale option so 
as to prevent future capitalization and 
the re-seizing of control of the company 


back into the hands of the Capitalists 
and the Bourgeoisie. As well as prevent 
the union and or company from 
becoming a Yellow Union and or Yellow 
Company. 


